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Preface 
This addition to the Institute of Archaeology's Research Contribution series is 
notable in two respects. As with many previous projects, several UTC students served as 
archaeologists in the field and laboratory, but fortunately we were also able to involve a 
number of volunteers from the Chattanooga community in research at a significant local 
prehistoric site. In addition, this project was funded thmugh a grant--not a contract--from a 
local real estate developer. Mr. T. A. Lupton of the Stone Fort Land Company was not 
required to support this project; rather, he chose to do so. His willingness to work with 
archaeologists for the purpose of illuminating Chattanooga's past sets an admirable 
precedent that others will hopefully follow. 
Abstract 
The Jeffrey L. Brown Institute of Archaeology, University of Tennessee at 
Chattanooga, conducted secondary testing and limited salvage excavations at the Heritage 
Place Site, 40HA210, Chattanooga, Hamilton County, Tennessee, in April 1985. 
Sponsored by the Stone Fon Land Company, the excavations were predicated by imminent 
construction impact on a parcel of land adjoining the right bank of the Tennessee River at 
mile 465. In seeking a permit to access the river, the developer was required by the Anny 
Corps of Engineers to conduct a survey of the property to determine if archaeological 
resources would be threatened by construction. The Institute was engaged by the Stone 
Fon Land Company to conduct a survey of the construction site. 
The area tested consisted of a strip of broad river terrace 400m (1300') wide and 
1100m (3600') long. Surface collections from the site indicated the presence of a variety 
of historic and prehistoric occupations on the propeny identified as the Hampton and Marsh 
tracts. An archaeological survey of the Heritage Place Site in November 1984 
demonstrated the presence of Woodland and Mississippian cultural debris on the site, and 
in the course of systematic subsurface testing a burial was partially exposed. 
Funded by a donation, the Institute returned to the site in April, 1985, and 
conducted a limited-scale secondary testing program on the site, concentrating on the 
excavation of portions of a wattle and daub house structore and the salvage of two burials. 
Excavation of the housesite revealed a series of charred wooden posts, one modelled-rim 
hearth, two shallow pits, three postholes, and two inhumations. The outline of the house 
was not fully exposed. 
Radiocarbon date detenninations on charcoal samples from the house structure 
indicated construction about 1350 A.D., associating the occupation of the house with the 
Dallas Period of the Mississippian Tradition. Structural evidence and the artifact 
assemblage conforms to the Dallas attribution. 
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Introduction 
In the Fall of 1984, the Institute of Archaeology, University of Tennessee at 
Chattanooga, undertook an archaeological survey of a 93.3 acre (37 hectares) tract of land 
on the right bank of the Tennessee River at or about river mile 465. Formerly farm land on 
a wide flood terrace on the inside bend of the river, the site, situated within the urbaq core 
area of the city of Chattanooga, was in the process of being redeveloped by the Stone Fort 
Land Company as a high-density residential housing complex. Initial plans by the 
development company had made provision for accessing the river by canal as part of a 
marina complex. This proposed access to a public, navigable river brought the project 
under the purview of the United States Army Corps of Engineers. This agency specified 
that prior to development, the entire tract of land would have to be archaeologically 
surveyed to determine if significant cultural resources would be negatively impacted by the 
project. The Institute of Archaeology was solicited for a technical proposal and budget for 
the survey, and subsequently was awarded the project by the Stone Fort Land Company. 
The survey was directed by Dr. Nicholas Honerkamp, Director of the Jeffrey L. 
Brown Institute of Archaeology, University ofTennessee at Chattanooga, and consisted of 
50cm shovel tests, 1 m square shovel tests, and backhoe trenches. The results of the 
survey, as reported by Honerkamp (1984) indicated the presence of a continuous 
Woodland and Mississippian midden running along the crest of the near-river flood levee at 
an elevation of about 655' ASL. In one of the 1m square tests, a concentration of daub or 
burned clay was encountered, indicating that a Woodland or Mississippian housesite had 
been located. A 50cm shovel test was carried down through the daub and serendipitously 
encountered a human cranium from a burial. At this stage, a few teeth were recovered, but 
the burial remained in place and undisturbed while the results were reported to the project 
sponsor and the State of Tennessee. 
Plans to access the river were subsequently dropped by the Stone Fort Land 
Company, which withdrew its application to the Corps of Engineers for access to the river. 
This removed any legal requirement on the part of the development company to conduct 
further cultural resource studies. However, at the request of the Institute, additional funds 
were made available to complete the removal of the burial exposed in the survey. While 
Honerkamp conducted additional survey work at the site, Council assumed direction of 
limited data recovery operations on the prehistoric structure and its underlying burial. 
Recovery of the burial and the partial exposure of the housesite took place in a 
salvage excavation format, the grading of the site by heavy machinery being imminent. 
Consequently, the data recovery operations were highly focussed on a relatively small area. 
Excavation of the Housesite 
Although the immediate objective of the secondary testing at the Heritage Place site 
was the removal (for reinterment) of the burial discovered during the testing program, it 
was probable that the burial was in or adjacent to a housesite as indicated by the presence of 
daub debris. In order to fully expose the burial and to allow for recovery of data on at 
least a portion of the housesite, a 4m by 4m excavation area was gridded around the 1m by 
1m survey test pit in which the skull of the burial was exposed. The 4m square area was 
subdivided into 1m square blocks and designated by numbers 1 through 16 starting at the 
southwest comer of the grid complex and ending at the northeast comer. In the cluster of 
blocks, the partially completed 1 m square survey test was designated Block 10. The 
orientation of the survey test was slightly west of north compared to the secondary testing 
grid established for the housesite excavation (Figure 1). 
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Figure 1. Excavation of the Mississippian housesite on the Heritage Place Site, 40HA210. 
Backfill in the 1m square survey test pit was removed and the south and east 
profiles of the unit cleaned and photographed. A careful inspection of the unit profiles 
suggested an east-west orientation of the burial pit designated Feature 1. In orner to 
economically limit the excavation area, the 1 m square blocks to be excavated were reduced 
from a 4m by 4m area to consist of a 3m by 3m area including blocks numbered 5, 6,7, 9, 
10 (already partially excavated during the survey), 11, 13, 14, and 15. 
Excavation commenced by opening Block 14 and screening the plow zone soils, 
approximately 25cm to 30cm in depth, through a 1/2 inch mesh screen. Levels of 20cm 
were excavated to subdivide natural soil layers. This screening operation proved time­
consuming, and the results indicated considerable mixing of artifactual materials due to 
plowing. Level 2A of the plow zone produced a golf ball, and consequently in the 
remaining blocks of the 3 m square excavation area the plow zone were stripped off 
without screening. Artifacts from the individual blocks in the 3m square area were shovel 
sorted and visually recovered. 
At the base of the plow zone an uneven layer of clay daub and charcoal debris was 
present, representing the collapse, probably due to burning, of a wattle-and-daub structure. 
In all of the blocks within the 3m square (except Block 10) this daub layer was carefully 
removed and screened through a 1/2 inch mesh screen. Daub captured in the screen was 
sorted out and placed in buckets in order to volumetrically quantify the daub by block. The 
volume of daub in the blocks ranged from a low value of 1 liter to a high of 14 liters. A 
clear pattern to distribution of daub was not apparent in the volumes nor visually on the 
floor of the 3 m square area. Plowing of the site in the historic era had abraded the surface 
of the daub concentration and blurred any clear outline of the underlying structure. 
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Artifacts in the daub layer are summarized in Table J. Shell-tempered ceramics 
with plain or brushed surface treatments predominated, with minor quantities of limestone­
tempered pottery and flint debitage in association. 
Table I. Artifact summary, daub concentration layer. 
Ceramics 
shell-tempered plain or plaln/brushed 
shell-oompered punctate or punctate/brushed 
shell-oompered cord-marked 
limestone-tempered plaln or plain/brushed 
limestone-tempered curvilinear complicared stamped 
limestone-oompered with unidentifiable decoration 
Iimestone-oompered with unidentifiable decoration/brusbed 
Lithics 
large utilized flint flake 
large llint debitage 
small flint debitage 
Fregooney 
78 
2 
1 
2 
2 
2 
I 
2 
8 
2 
The removal of the daub layer revealed a d02'.en cultural features in the floor of the 
3m square excavation area, and confirmed the association between the daub concentration 
and a coherent structure. The remnants of three clay hearths or pits and eight charred 
wooden posts were mapped at this level; the outline of the known burial pit, Feature I, was 
not apparent at this level, however (see Figure 2). 
Due to the small size of the unit and the lack of visibility, excavation of the original 
1m square survey test pit had inadvertently cut through two shallow hemispherical pits or 
hearths, Features 2 and 3, (Figure 3). No artifacts were recovered from these features. 
Feature 4, however, was still completely intact, and consisted of an oval hearth of puddled 
clay c. 46cm by 60cm and surrounded (originally) by a modeled curb or rim Scm high and 
l2cm wide. Only a small remnant of the modelled rim remained intact. At the level of 
definition, a large piece of charcoal was resting on the upper surface of the pit, and may 
have represented the tip of a sharpened post. The contents of the pit were excavated in 
halves and the fill recovered in bulk for flolation and fme screening (Figure 4). In addition 
to the charcoal piece at the surface of the hearth, a second radiocarbon sample was taken on 
charcoal debris within the body of the feature. The maximum depth of the feature from the 
top of the curb to the base of its slightly flattened hemispherical bottom was 26cm. The 
contents of the hearth, in addition to daub, bone fragments, and charcoal, are summarized 
in Table 2. 
---
4 
f---e----+--­
F-7 , 
F-10 

F-11 

•F-8 

F-6 
 N 
F-5 
, 
" 
Test Unit 
F-9 

o 1 2 

m 
Figure 2. Plan of features under dIe daub concentration. 
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Table 2. Artifact summary, Fealllre 4, modelled-rim hearth. 
Frequency 
Ceramics 
shell-tempered plain or plllio/brushed I 
Lithics 
large flint debitage 1 
small flint debilage 15 
The eight charred posts mapped below the daub level were small in size and all 
apparently driven or set into the ground surface without postholes; all were excavated in 
section to reveal the bottom shape of each post and the presence of any accompanying post 
holes. Features 5 and 8 were essentially round posts with angled, smooth bottoms set less 
than IDem into the sub-daub clay level. The posts had evidently been set at off-vertical 
angles: Feature 8 sloped toward the west and Feature 5 toward the northeast. Features 6, 
7, 10 and 11 were all similar in shape, being hemispherical (or less than half a circle) in 
section (see Figure 5). Feature 9 is best described as a possible post remnant; the 5cm 
diameter charcoal remnant was only 5 cm in depth. Feature 9, however, was clearly a 
cultural feature and not a charred root. Samples were taken from several of the posts for 
radiocarbon date determinations, discussed below. 
From the spatial arrangement of the charred posts it is possible to discern a pattern 
of posts suggesting a structural orientation. Features 10, 6, and 5 are bilaterally symmetric 
with Features 7, 11, and 8. It can be speculated that Features 6, 7, 10 and 11 are posts 
outlining an entranceway opening to the northwest, and that Features 5 and 8 are main 
perimeter wall posts of a wattle and daub house. This interpretation is tenuous, however, 
considering the small size of the posts involved, the fact that they are only set into ground 
surface, and the close proximity of the hearth (Feature 4) and pits (Features 2 and 3) to the 
supposed entranceway. It is more likely that these posts are associated with interior house 
partitions or sleeping benches. At this point we can only note the presence of the posts and 
infer that they are light-duty structural/architectural elements. 
In order to define the burial pit, Feature 1, a sub-daub layer of mixed daub, 
charcoal and clay was removed (and 1/2 inch screened) from Blocks 6 and 14, west and 
east of the partially excavated Block 10. At the base of the sub-daub level the remainder of 
the outline of the burial pit was in evidence, along with three apparent postholes, Features 
13, 14, and 15, and the edge of a pit, Feature 12 (Figure 6). Artifacts from the sub-daub 
level are summarized in Table 3. In order to check for other postholes at the sub-daub level 
and to expose more of the outline of Feature 12, several other blocks were excavated 
(without screening) to the sub-daub level. Ultimately, to completely expose the outline of 
the Feature 12 pit, Block 18 was excavated without screening to the sub-daub level and a 
backhoe was used to strip a portion of what would (by extension of the block numbering 
scheme) be Block 19. 
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Figure 4. The Feature 4 hearth in section and reamed. 
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Figure 5. Charred POSlS, Features 5 and 6, in plan. 
Table 3. Artifact summary, sub-daub layer. 
Ceramics 
shell-tempered plain or plain/brushed 
limestone-tempered plain or plain/brushed 
limestone-tempered cUlVilinear complicated stamped 
limestone-tempered with unidentifiable decoration 
limestone-tempered with scraped surface 
Lithics 
large utilized flint flake 
Jarge flint debitage 
small flint debitage 
partial ground stone celt 
flint drill 
Frequency 
4 
22 
3 
5 
I 
I 
2 
4 
I 
I 
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The three postholes mapped at the base of the sub-daub level, Features 13, 14, and 
15, were each cross-sectioned to reveal the form of the posthole and reamed to recover the 
fill in bulk for laboratory processing. The Feature 13 posthole was 20cm in diameter, with 
straight sides and a curved base. The posthole was 42cm deep, and bottomed on a layer of 
river pebbles and gravel. Attifacts in the fill were limited to three limestone-tempered plain 
sherds, two fragments of shell-tempered plain, and one small fragment of flint debitage. In 
stripping the matrix surrounding the west half of the posthole, two utilized flint flakes were 
retrieved. Feature 14 was 16cm in diameter, with in-sloping sides and a conical base; the 
posthole was 13 cm deep. Three sherds of shell-tempered plain pottery were recovered 
from the fill. Feature IS was roughly circular in plan and 35cm in diameter. The walls of 
the posthole were in-sloping and the base irregular but generally rounded. The posthole 
was 28cm deep. Nine flakes of small flint debitage and one large flake of debitage were 
recovered from the fill. Features 13, 14, and IS all contained daub and charcoal debris. 
Both burial pits discovered in the floor of the housesite share the same stratigraphic 
position, that is, their outlines were apparent only at the base of the sub-daub level. The 
burials are conceivably contemporaneous and perhaps the result of a single pathological 
episode or event. Postholes mapped at the same stratigraphic position contain daub and 
charcoal debris but no postmolds, indicating that the posts were probably removed as 
opposed to rotting or burning in~. The fill in both burial pits consists of mixed clay 
sub-soil, charcoal, daub, and domestic refuse, indicating that a domestic occupation was 
present before the interments. The superimposed charred posts and hearths are 
demonstrative of occupation or at least nominal architectural restoration after the interments. 
It is here assumed that the burials are contemporaneous with the house occupation. The 
presence of charred posts and fire-scarred daub over the burials may be taken as ritual 
burning of the structure after the burials, but it should be recalled that the setting of the 
posts and the construction of the hearths was stratigraphically a later event than the 
interments. An accidental fire may also account for the charred posts. 
Two human burials, designated Features I and 12, were exposed at the base of the 
sub-daub level. Both burials were in a poor state of preservation: soil pH (acidity) was 
measured at 6.4 to 6.7, which is marginal for bone preservation. The burial pits, cut into a 
relatively impermeable silty clay matrix, may have acted as sumps accumulating ground 
water and futther contributing to the decay of the osseous material. Due to the advanced 
decay of the bone, anthropometric observations as to the age and sex of the individuals was 
not feasible. Some limited data was obtained from teeth. Both burials were removed for 
reinterment (Figure 7). 
The Feature I burial pit contained the remains of an adult, resting in a flexed 
position with the head turned to the left (facing southwest), the arms folded across the 
abdomen, and the knees drawn up to the left side of the chest (Figure 8). Although the 
condition of the osseous material was poor, the distance across the shoulders was 
measured at 39cm, and the approximate distance from the top of the cranium to the base of 
the pelvis was 76cm. The individual was buried in an oval pit llOcm by 65cm and 56cm 
in depth from the level of definition. A single flint projectile point situated above the skull 
was the extent of the accompanying grave goods if, in fact, the item was not an incidental 
inclusion. Anifacts from the burial are summarized in Table 4. Examination of the 
recovered 23 teeth by forensic anthropologists at the University of Tennessee at Knoxville 
revealed that the individual was an adult, based on at least one fully erupted third molar. 
Carious lesions were present on many of the teeth, and enamel hypoplasias were present on 
all but the molars, indicating that the individual had suffered dietary stress during childhood 
(Langdon and Willey 1987). 
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Table 4. Artifact summary, Feature 1 burial. 
Frequency 
Ceramics 
shell-tempered plain or plailllbrushed 2 
limeslIme-tempered plain or plailllbrushed 4 
limestone-tempered cross simple stamped 1 
Lithics 
large utilized flint flake 1 
large flint debitage 6 
small flint debitage 81 
flint projectile poinl/knife 1 
Figure 7. Cleaning the Feature 1 burial for recording. 
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Figure 8. The Feature 1 burial. 
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The Feature 12 burial pit contained the remains of a sub-adult, resting in a partially 
flexed position with the head turned slightly to the right (east), the knees pulled slightly to 
the right, and the lower legs drawn back against the upper legs (Figure 9). The arms were 
extended along the sides. The distance across the shoulders was approximately 3Ocm, and 
the distance from the top of the cranium to the base of the pelvis was measured at 70cm. 
The burial pit was c. 108cm by 60cm and 32cm deep. There were no accompanying grave 
goods. 
Table 5. Artifact summary, Feature 12 burial. 
Ceramics 
shell-tampered plain or plain,lbrushed 
limestone-tempered plain or plain,lbrushed 
limestone-tempered with unidentifiable decoration 
limestone-tempered with unidentifiable deeoration,lbrushed 
limestone-tempered with unidentifiable stamped decoration 
limestone-tempered cross simple stamped/brushed 
lithics 
large utilized flint flake 
small utilized flint flake 
small flint debitage 
unidentifiable flint tool fragments 
Fregllem;y 
10 
16 
1 
I 
I 
I 
1 
1 
75 
2 
14 
Figure 9. The Feature 12 burial. 
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Supplemental Survey Results 
In addition to the house site and burial excavations, a total of eight O.5m test pits 
were dug at the west end of the Heritage Landing property. These units were approximately 
650m west of the house site and were arranged around an initial line of survey tests that 
had encountered significant quantities of Iimestone- and shell-tempered ceramics, . flint 
debitage, and a small amount of daub. Instead of the 25m intervals between tests that had 
been used earlier, most of the eight additional units were separated by an interval of 10m. 
Each unit was screened using 1/2" mesh. 
As shown in Table 6, 264 ceramic fragments, 85 flint and quartz artifacts, 286.9 
grams of daub, and 7.6 grams of bone were recovered. The vast majority of the ceramic 
sample consisted of Woodland ceramics, with 84% of the sample being limestone 
tempered. Shell-tempered Mississippian pottery (12%) was also found, along with a small 
quantity of sand- (2%) and grit tempered (2%) ceramics. None of the flint and quartz 
artifacts were temporally diagnostic. 
Despite our best efforts (given time and funding limitations), additional house 
and/or burial sites were not identified in this part of the site. This was unfortunate, because 
during construction activities following the fieldwork, one or more prehistoric burials were 
rumored to have been uncovered by bulldozers and subsequently looted by the bulldozer 
operators. Despite several visits to the site by the junior author, the presence of a 
prehistoric structure and/or burials could never be confirmed. However, during one visit 
several characteristic-looking holes were noted that could be attributed to relic collectors. 
Thus it is possible that another house site with an accompanying burial or burials was 
present at 40HA21O. 
Adjacent to the Chattanooga Golf and Country Club property on the east end of the 
site, eight supplemental survey tests, each measuring O.5m square, were placed at 25m 
intervals in a roughly 100m (east -west) by 75m (north-south) area. The center of this 
surveyed area was located approximately 200m east of the Mississippian structure. During 
the initial survey a partial Woodland pot, along with additional ceramic and flint artifacts 
from a Woodland midden present adjacent to the river, were recovered (Honerkamp 
1984:15), prompting the excavation of the supplemental tests. In contrast to the west end of 
the site, where a suspected Mississippian house was located. the artifact collections from 
the east end were scarce, and no daub was noted. In fact, no artifacts of any kind were 
recovered from two of the six tests. Table 7 summarizes these scant prehistoric remains. 
Finally, three supplemental survey tests were excavated at 25, 75, and 125 meters 
west of the Mississippian house and burial complex. Unscreened backhoe test units had 
been dug earlier at these locations revealed aimost nothing in the way of prehistoric artifacts 
or features. This is apparently due to the fact backhoe testing is largely an inadequate 
survey method for discovering low density prehistoric remains, but also because little 
material was actually present, as revealed in the artifact collections from the supplemental 
tests (Table 8). 
Results of all three of the areas for which supplemental survey tests were made can 
be standardized for direct comparisons by simply dividing the total number of artifacts 
recovered by the number of units dug. The mean ceramicllithic artifact frequencies per unit 
for the east, west and center areas are 33.0/10.6, 2.3/2.3, and 8.4/4.0, respectively. 
Besides illustrating that artifacts are generally more numerous near known or suspected 
house sites, there is also a good deal of variance revealed in the density of the Woodland 
midden that extends the length of 40HA21O site adjacent to the river. 
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Table 6. Artifact summary, Supplementary Test Pits, West End. 
Ceramics 
shell-tempered plain or plain/brushed 
shell-tempered punctated 
shell-tempered plain with unidentifiable decoration 
limestone-tempered plain or plain/brushed 
limestone-tempered with unidentifiable decoration 
limestone-tempered with unidentiflllble decoration/brushed 
limestone-tempered with unidentifiable sllUnped decoration 
limestone-tempered fabric marked 
limestone-tempered fabric marked/brushed 
limestone-tempered incised 
limestone-tempered complicated sramped 
sand-tempered plain 
sand-tempered plainlbrushed 
grit-tempered plain 
grit-tempered plain/brushed 
grit-tempered fabric marked 
grit-tempered with unidentiflllble decoration 
Lithies 
large utilized flint flake 
small utilized flint flake 
small flint debitage 
small quartz debitage 
unidentified partial flint point 
partial unifacial flint scraper 
flint core 
Other 
daub 
bone 
Frequency 
28 
I 
2 
140 
33 
5 
1 
26 
16 
1 
1 
3 
2 
2 
1 
I 
I 
3 
3 
74 
2 
1 
1 
I 
286.9 g 
7.6 g 
17 
Table 7. Artifact summary, Supplementary Test Pits, East End. 
Ceramics 
shell·tempered plain or plain/brushed 5 
Iimestone·tempered plain or plain/brushed 12 
limestone·tempered with unidentifiable decoration/brushed 2 
Lithic. 
large utilized flint flake I 
small flint debitage 3 
large flint debitage 12 
unidentified flint tool 1 
unidentified partial flint tool 1 
flint core 1 
Table 8. Artifact summary, Supplementary Test Pits, Middle Section. 
Ceramics 
shell-tempered plain or plain/brushed 
limestone-tempered plain or plain/brushed 
limestone-tempered with unidentifiable decoration 
Lithics 
large utilized flint flake 
small flint debitage 
large flint debitage 
unidentified flint tool 
flint core 
Frequency 
5 
19 
1 
4 
2 
4 
I 
1 
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Artifact Analysis 
Artifacts recovered in the Heritage Place excavations were processed at the 
laboratory of the Institute of Archaeology in Brock Hall on the campus of the University of 
Tennessee at Chattanooga. The samples recovered from the housesite were of two types: 
materials recovered from 1/2" screens, and the materials recovered from fme screening and 
water flotation processes. 
Ceramic artifacts recovered through 1/2" screens were classified on the basis of 
tempering agents and surface treatment or decoration. Vessel form attributes, such as rims, 
nodes, or strap handles, were also noted on the classification forms. Each attribute was 
given a five-digit code number for computer filing. In the artifact summaries presented 
above, paste tempers are simplified into general categories, such as limestone and shell­
tempered. Lithic artifacts were discriminated on the basis of functional and formal 
characteristics. 
Bulk soil recoveries were processed in order to first yield a standardized 1/2" 
screened artifact list, then fine screened through 1/16" mesh for small remains, and the 
residual was then water sorted into light (floating) and heavy fractions. Soil samples for 
pH determinations were collected in the field or sub-sampled from bulk recovery 
specimens. 
Poor preservation of osseous material inhibited the recovery of food bone from the 
site, and most of the recovered fragments were small and unidentifiable. Consequently, no 
attempt has been made to systematically analyze the food bone remains. Similarly, 
botanical remains such as charcoal, seeds, etc., were recovered, but, due to fiscal 
constraints, have not been intensively analyzed. 
Skeletal Remains 
The state of preservation of both recovered skeletons was extremely poor. 
Accurate anthropometric measurements of the bones was not feasible, so that only the 
relative stature of the individuals can be stated positively. Sex determinations on the basis 
of post-cranial elements was also not possible. The human remains were analyzed at the 
forensics lab, Department of Anthropology, University of Tennessee at Knoxville. 
Reinterment of the remains is planned. 
Radiocarbon SamPles 
A total of 18 charcoal and bone samples were retrieved from the housesite 
excavations for radiocarbon date determinations. The six largest samples, all charcoal, 
were selected for dating and sent to the Geochronology Laboratory of the Center for 
Applied Isotope Studies, University of Georgia. The results of the date determinations are 
shown in Table 9. One sample was too small after cleaning to permit a determination, and 
another sample was so small as to result in a large standard deviation. Subjectively, rwo 
of the five dates rendered were not in conformity with our general expectations nor with the 
remainder of the dates. The three remaining dates, from the three largest samples 
submitted, were from the charred posts exposed at the base of the daub concentration and 
stratigraphically above the rwo burials. 
Temporally. these samples should be relatively discrete, dating a single event, 
namely, the cutting of saplings for architectural uses. These dates, then, provide a 
terminus llll.§1 guem for both the second phase of house construction/repair following the 
interment of at least two individuals in the house floor and the subsequent daub deposition 
marking the abandonment of the house. 
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Table 9. Radiocarbon date determinations for six samples from 4OHA210. 
Lab Sample # Fjeld Specimen # Pal!) Determination Mean Pate 
UGA#5390· F.S. # 126 2oo±65BP A.D. 1750 
# 5391 F.S. # 128 665 ±60 BP A.D. 128$ 
# 5392 F.S. # 132 535 ±60BP A.D. 1415 
# 5393 F.S. # 133 Insufficient carbon for dating 
# 5394 F.S. # 153 550±65 BP A.D. 1400 
# 5395· F.S. # 155 220± 125 BP A.D. 1730 
• DaleS rejected on subjective basis; samples possibly contamina!ed. 
Sample Data 
Fjeld Specimen # Identification 
F. S. 126 Feature 11 charred wood post, below daub 
F. S. 128 Feature 8 cbarred wood post, below daub 
F. S. 132 Feature 5 cbarred wood post, below daub 
F. S. 133 Charcoal associated with burial, Feature 1 
F. S. 153 Feature 6 charred wood post. below daub 
F. S. 155 Charcoal associated with posthole. Feature 14 
Calendar date ranges for the three largest radiocarbon samples spread as shown in 
Table 10. The arithmetic mean of the mean dates is A.D. 1367, and the shared time range 
of the three samples at two standard deviations is A.D. 1295 to 1405. These dates are 
consonant with the early portion of a mature Mississippian occupation of the Dallas Period, 
estimated at A.D. 1300-1500. 
Table 10. Calendar date ranges al two standard deviations. 
Sample -2 Sigma -I Sigma Mean 1 Sigma +2 Sigma 
FS 128 1165 1225 A.D. 1285 1345 1405 
FS 132 1295 1355 A.D. 1415 1475 1535 
FS 153 1270 1335 A.D. 1400 1465 1530 
Curation 
All artifacts collected during the survey and secondary testing of the Heritage Place 
Site are curated at the Jeffrey L. Brown Institute of Archaeology, University of Tennessee 
at Chattanooga. Human remains recovered during the secondary testing are temporarily 
stored at the Anthropology Laboratory, University of Tennessee - Knoxville, until plans 
for reinterment are finalized. 
20 
Summary, Discussion and Conclusions 
Archaeologists divide the prehistoric past into distinct, named periods, with the 
cultures of each period being characterized by a panicular social structure, a set of religious 
beliefs, and a material culture evidenced by types of anifacts, domestic and religious 
architecture, and a community organization or settlement pattern, Of interest to us in this 
present discussion is the Mississippian Tradition, the last and most impressive pre­
Columbian era in New World prehistory, During this time, numerous North American 
Indian populations (Amerindians) adopted a fully sedentary agricultural lifestyle supported 
by elaborate social structures and religious beliefs, and represented archaeologically by 
often massive eanhworks in the form of temple mounds, fortified towns, and distinctive 
artistic expressions, The critical distinctions between the earlier W oodiand Tradition and 
the Mississippian were related to fundamental changes in the social structure, namely a shift 
away from band-focussed egalitarianism toward ranked chiefdoms ruled by religious and 
political elites, and the shift from economic dependence on hunting and gathering 
subsistence strategies to intensive reliance on cultigens. 
The first comprehensive synthesis of archaeological data on the Mississippian 
Tradition in eastern Tennessee was Hiwassee Island: An Archaeological Account of Four 
Tennessee Indian PeQples (1946) by T, M, N, Lewis and Madeline Kneberg, The outline 
of Mississippian development was continually refined in the 1950s and 60s (e,g. Whiteford 
1952), and the dynamics of culture change were refined with the use of radiocarbon dating 
and sub-regional comparisons. Early interpretations of Mississippian cultures tended to 
revolve around invasion and replacement hypotheses which suggested that Woodland 
populations were dominated and/or replaced by migrations of Mississippian populations. 
More modern syntheses have been produced by Chapman (1985) and Schroedl et a1. 
(1985) and posit a gradual evolution of a single Amerindian population from Woodland to 
Mississippian times, Thus cultural traits (subsistence technologies, religious beliefs, etc.) 
diffused throughout the region, with little or no population movement. 
One significant bias of our knowledge on Mississippian peoples in the Southeast 
has been a concentration of research on major ceremonial and population centers -- the 
fortified mound villages. These sites were the subject of massive archaeological research 
projects in the Depression era, when large WPA crews excavated most of the principal 
Mississippian sites in the drainages of the Tennessee Valley. These excavations revealed 
much about the upper end of the Mississippian social scale, documenting the massive 
temple mounds, preeminent fortified villages, and high-status burials. Less well known 
were the numerous but small isolated farmsteads which substantially provided the 
economic basis of Mississippian society, the supplies of com and beans, 
In eastern Tennessee, the Mississippian Tradition is subdivided into four distinct 
periods, marking the emergence and maturation of a society committed materially and 
socially to the rigors of intensive cultivation of a few food crops on the flood plains of the 
major river systems. During the Mississippian I or Martin Farm Period, dated to the 
interval from A.D. 900 to 1000, peoples of the Woodland Tradition increased their 
commitment to the raising of com, beans, and squash as the economic basis of their 
society, which began shifting from a more egalitarian social structure toward the formation 
of classes in which high social status could be inherited at binh as opposed to earned in 
life. Materially, the earthenware pottery of the region, dominated in Woodland times by 
limestone-tempered ceramics, began to employ crushed river mussel shell tempering, By 
the Mississippian nperiod, also known as the Hiwassee Island period, social and political 
structure was elaborate and non-egalitarian, some lineages or clans having achieved control 
over others, Fortified towns indicate that warfare among the Mississippian populations 
was endemic. Compact villages surrounded by log palisades had, as their focus, a 
spacious plaza dominated by a high platform temple mound. Individual houses surrounded 
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the plaza, and were constructed of wattle and daub with perimeter posts being set in linear 
footing trenches. A narrow doorway was present in one cornel' of the structure, and in the 
center of the house, was a hearth of modelled clay with a distinctive raised rim around the 
outside. 
In the Mississippian III or Dallas period, dated to the period A.D. 1300-1500, 
social structure and town plan were similar to the previous period, and only minor material 
and behavioral differences distinguish it with the Mississippian II. Wattle and daub houses 
were now built by setting small individual posts around the perimeter of the structure rather 
than placing them in linear footing trenches. The Dallas people occupying the Heritage 
Place Site were members of a society whose ceremonial center was the Citico Mound 
directly south of the site on the south bank of the Tennessee River. The Chico Mound, 
prior to its destruction in the early 20th century, had been a pyramidal domicilary structure 
perhaps 110 by 145 feet at its base, over 15 feet high and shelving off in a platfonn 71 by 
42 feet (as described by Moore 1915: 370). Evidence of dense occupation on either side 
of the mound, and following the shoreline, consisted of an artificially elevated ridge 
apparently fonned by cultural aggradation or midden accumulation. Cultural debris were 
dense along this midden ridge, and burials in this midden accumulation were frequent. 
High-status burials, as evidenced by grave goods, were most common in an elevated area 
at the east end of the ridge, east of the mound. Most of the Citico mound and village had 
been destroyed by the middle of this century, prior to the time when radiocarbon dates 
might have told us when the site was occupied. Hatch (1976) estimates, on the basis of 
artifact styles with corroborating dates, that the mound and village were in use from c. 
A.D. 1250 to 1550, and that it housed perhaps 900 persons. 
The Chico village had been inhabited by persons of relatively high status, the 
political and religious elite of Dallas society. The majority of the Dallas population 
evidently resided in small fannsteads occupied by extended families. These farmsteads 
were scattered throughout the floodplain of the Tennessee River and its larger tributaries, 
and provided the food necessary to support Dallas society. The rich alluvial soils on the 
river terraces yielded the staples of corn, beans, and squash, and were supplemented by 
wild foods such as nuts and berries, and game from forest and stream. 
Since the excavations at Heritage Place, a similar Mississippian farmstead has been 
documented by the Institute of Archaeology. At the site of the Phase I portion of the 
Tennessee Riverpark, site 40HA102, the Robinson Bridge Site, yielded evidence of a 
wattle and daub house and the remains of twelve Mississippian individuals buried in a 
cluster at the crest of a flood terrace (see Council 1989). Dated by radiocarbon analysis, 
the cemetery was in use about AD. 1250, a date range corresponding to the very late 
Mississippian II or Hiwassee Island period, approximated to the period from A.D. 1000 to 
A.D. 1300. The remains of these individuals were in a generally good state of 
preservation, and a detailed forensic analysis of the skeletal material prior to reburial 
yielded a wealth of data conceraing the pathological characteristics of this Mississippian 
population (Langdon et al. 1988), 
Significantly, most of the individuals buried at the Riverpark locality were women. 
Warfare was endemic in Mississippian societies, chiefly, it is thought, the result of 
competition with surrounding villages for vital agricultural lands on the river terraces. 
Males who had achieve high status as warriors tended to be interred at the mound center, 
leaving the burials at the isolated fannsteads to women of low and middle rank, low status 
males, and sub-adults. Apart from demographic and mortuary data. there seems little 
information available about the material culture of non-mound villages or homesteads, as 
represented by the Riverpark locality and Heritage Place. Unfortunately, both excavations 
were extremely litnited in scope. 
Hatch (1974: 253), in his analysis of Dallas mottuary patterning, noted "This study 
suffered most from a lack of burial infonnation at the upper and lower ends of the 
presumed range of social complexity. Research into data concerning the Citico (Ha 5) 
[40HA65] mound is now being carried out by myself by tracing down the artifacts 
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removed from the site in the 1920s and after. Just as important is the inclusion of data 
from moundless villages and farming hamlets." The limited information provided by the 
Heritage Place excavations serves to address this important lacuna in our knowledge of the 
prehistoric inhabitants of lower East Tennessee. 
The spatial and temporal parameters of the Mississippian IV, or Mouse Creek 
phase, are not well established for east Tennessee. Originally defined by Lewis and 
Kneberg (1946), who excavated (but did not publish) the "type site" during the WPA era, 
Mouse Creek is generally associated with the 15th and 16th centuries (Sullivan 1987: 17­
19). According to Sullivan, sites from this phase are reported "along the .Hiwassee River 
and on the main channel of the Tennessee River in southeastern Tennessee" (1987: 19). 
Schroedl (1990), for one, limlts "true" Mouse Creek to the Hiwassee Valley, believing that 
sites outside this area lack one or more of the characteristics in ceramic traits, burial 
patterning, architecture, or distinctive artifact types. Such sites are summarized by Sullivan 
(1987) as containing the remains of two main types of structures. "Winter" houses were 
square wattle and daub structures, 3.6 to 6.7 meters on a side, that were set in shallow, 
midden-filled basins. Entrances are often represented by parallel trenches extending from a 
corner or side of the structure. Cen tral circular hearths of prepared clay are common. 
"Summer" structures are more flimsy in construction, lacking wattle and daub insulation. 
Successive rebuilding episodes have resulted in a huge number of postholes for both types 
of structures. Sullivan has also identified patterning in the placement of burials: infants and 
very young children were sometimes buried beneath the floor of the structures, while older 
individuals were buried adjacent to the front of the more flimsy structures. 
At a larger scale, some Mouse Creek sites exhibit community patterning. These 
contain very large winter-house-style structures adjacent to and facing plazas, with burials 
flanking the plazas. Sullivan interprets this arrangement of public space as analogous to the 
Mouse Creek household patterning, with winter dwellings facing summer ("good 
weather") dwellings, and household burials arranged on the edges of the latter dwellings. 
Backing up this contention is the relatively high status of the "community" burials adjacent 
to the plaza: they are predominantly adult males, and they are accompanied by elaborate 
grave goods that are rare in household cemeteries (Sullivan 1987: 26-28). 
What does Mouse Creek mean? Echoing the "invading/replacing population" 
orientation of Lewis and Kneberg, Garrow (1975) sees it as the frontier equivalent in east 
Tennessee of the 16th century Bamett phase of north Georgia. Schroedl (1986a) presents 
evidence from the Chota site indicating that Mouse Creek is a transitional development 
between Dallas and historic Cherokee groups. Rejecting invasions in addition to 
"progressive" in-place development to account for Mouse Creek, Schroedl instead suggests 
that it arose as a less-complex socio-political form of a disintegrated Dallas chiefdom-level 
society (l986b). The most obvious manifestation of this shift is the absence of an elaborate 
burial mound complex. This apparently took place in the Chattanooga region, as no other 
late Dallas mound sites are known and nothing seems to have replaced the Citico site in 
either scale or complexity. Until adequately detailed studies of terminal Mississippian sites 
that have already been excavated in this region are published, however, "middle" and "late 
Dallas" are currently the more acceptable labels to apply to 14th and 15th century sites here. 
In summary, salvage excavations at the Heritage Place Site recovered two 
Amerindian burials placed in the floor of a Dallas Period house abandoned in the 14th 
century A.D. The size of the structure could not be determined, but interior posts, 
probably from sleeping benches, were recorded, as was a typical Dallas modeled-rim 
hearth. The house was evidently part of an outlying farming hamlet that was an agricultural 
satellite of the principal mound village at the nearby Citico Site. The excavation at 
40HA210 provides a starting point for systematic research of a little-known dimension of 
Dallas settlement patterning. Impressive mounds and large village sites have received most 
of the attention of past archaeologists, resulting in a biased view of Mississippian 
adaptations. While this report attempts to address the large-site bias, only additional 
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isolated farming hamlets will begin to provide a balanced interpretation of Dallas life in the 
Chattanooga region. 
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